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PRESSURE-DISTRIBUTION MEASUREMENTS ON AN O-2H AIRPLANE IN FLIGHT

By H. A. PEARSON

SUMMARY

&x?dt8 are given of premuredtitribution mea+?uremeni8

made ooer two di$ereni Imizoniul tail sutfaw and the
n“ght wing cellule, including the slipstream area, of an

ob8ercaiion-type biplane. il&murenwni8 were also taken

of air 8peed, control-&a& po8Mm-s, control-stick jorces,

angular velocitia, and acceleraiimw during various abrupt

maneuvers. The8e maneuver8 ctited of Pu8hdirwne

and puLup8 jrom level $ight, dwe @outs, and aiLeron
rolls with cari.ow thrwt conditions.

The remdt8 jrom the Premuredistribtiion mewmmenia

over the wing ctihde are gwen on chart8 showi~ the variu-

tion of individual rib coq%ients with wing we-;
the data jrorn the taLsurjace prwuredidrilndion nwm-
ure7nent8 are p“ven mainly a9 total loads and momeru%.

These data are s-upplemAed by time hietm”tx oj the meae-
ured quantitikx and i80metric views of the rib premure

di8tribuiion8 occurring in abrupt ?mzneuver8.

The remdt8 indicate thai there b little ij any d&ym-

metry oj load on the tail due to .dipstreurn rota#wn and tlud

the up load% muy be aa much as the down loads. From th
resul18 oj the wing invedigdbn it w found thizi th4 reh

tive e@ency of the wing8 depended upon the type oj

muneuver.
INTRODUCTION

I?ollowing the completion of pressure-distribution
tests made of a PW–9 pursuit airplane in 1928 (reference
I), similar tests of rmobservation biplane were requested

I

by the Army Air Corps. The original object of this
request was to institute a program that would lead to
information on an observation type of airplane corre-
sponding to the information already obtained on the
pursuit type. An O-2H airplane was made available.
Pressure of other work at the N. A. C. A. laboratories,
however, delayed work on the rather extensive installa-
tion of apparatus, and flight tests could not be started
until 1932.

Although the O–2H airplane was by then an ~bso-
lescent type and although the results of other related
research projects had led to an improved understanding
of many questions concaning extermd loads and their
distribution on airplane structures, it was decided to
complete the tests of the O-2H because it was believed
that they would constitute a useful set of data with
which modern methods of computing loads and load
distribution might be compared.

The results are presented in a two-part paper, the
first part giving the results of tests made of two tail
surfaces and the second the results of an investigation
over the ~oht wing cellule and slipstream area.

APPiRATUS

Airplane,-The airplane used in these tests (figs. 1
and 2) jvas a standard Army O–2H observation @lane
with the following modifications: (1) The fabric covemm
on the fuselage horn just abaft the engine hood to

-
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h3VEE L—The O-2H aIrplm&

3854~22 319



320 REPORT NO. 59&NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR AERONAUTICS

the rear of the observer’s cockpit was replaced by
thin duralumin sheets that could easily be removed;
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FIGURE 2—Line drawing and dhnedons of the O-2H airplane.

(2) the original 9.5-foot propeller was replaced by n
10.5-foot propeller; and (3) a boom carrying a swiv-

eling pitot head was attached to the interplme struts.
The two horizontal tail surfaces are shown in figures

3 (a) and 3 (b) and the wing surfaces are shown in
figure 4. These figures give the location of the pressure
points and other pertinent dimensions. Additional data

I--T-l

(a) Ori#nrd.

0) Medmd.
~GUEE 3.—Tafl enrfem9 with PI12SSUBrib and orhlca lecatlerw

concerning both the airplane and the various surfaces are
given in table I.

Pressure orifices and tubing.-The oriiice and tubing
installation is much the same as that described in refer-
ence 1. l?or the tail-surface investigation the metal
pressure tubes from both the elevator and the stabilizer
were brought out in bundles near the fuselage (fig. 6),
from which point they were connected by short lengths
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of rubber tubing to metal tubes leading directly to the
manometers. For the wing investigation the tubing
from the lower wing was carried through the wing root
to the manometers and that from the upper wing was
faired around the cabane struti and brought to the
manometers The tubing from the aileron ribs was
grouped in small bundles, midway between the pressure
ribs, and was comected by short pieces of rubber tubing
to metal tubes within the wing.

I Instruments.-Each pressure orifice was comected to
a pressure cell on either of two N. A. C. A. type 60
multiple recording mrmometars located in the observer’s
cockpit midway between the upper and lower longerons.
TIM pressure cells were similar to those of reference 1

!
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FIWEE 6.—Tefl-snrfecs tubing fnstdfdon.

but were corrected for temperatur&&kcts by the method
given in reference 2.

In the tail-surface investigation the load distribu-
tion occurring over each tail surface was measmed
during steady flight, dive pull-outs, and pull-ups from
level flight. For the steady-flight condition the fol-
lowing standard N. A. C. A. photographically record-
ing instruments were used: air-speed meter, con”trol-
position recorder, control-force recorder, inclinometer,
and tachometer. For the pull-ups and pull-outs an
accelerometer and a turnmeter, both located near the
center of gravity of the airplane, were substituted for
the inclinometer and tachometer used in the steady
flights. All instruments were synchronized by an
N. A. C. A. timer incorporated into their circuit.

In the Wing-celhde and slipstrewn investigations the
load distribution was measured in steady flight, push-
downs and pull-ups from level flight, dive pull-outs,
and aileron rolls. With the exception of an additional
accelerometer mounted 18 inches in from the right wing

tip for the aileron rolls, the instruments were the same
as used for the tail-surface investigation.

L PRESSURE-DISTRIBUTION TESTS OVER TWO SETS
OF HORIZONTAL TAIL SURFACES

METHOD

In the tests made of the modified tail (fig. 3 (b)),
resultant pressures were recorded at 74 points. The
remaining pressure cells were connected to wing ribs
for the pnrpqse of correlating the tail-surface and wing
results. Subsequent tests showed this precaution to
be unnecessary as the various stabilizer and elevator
settings did not measurably affect the pressure distri-
bution on the W@ ribs. CcmsequantJy,in the series of
tests of the origimd tail (fig. 3 (a)), the full 120 pres-
sure cells were used on the tail alone.

Steady dives.-li order to obtain information on
certain flap parameters, tail loads were measured dur-
ing steady dives with the stabilizer in various settings.
For the most part, the effect of the slipstream was
minimized by running the tests near zero propeller
thrust. Several tests were made, however, with the
throttle fully closed and also with the throttle open to
a position corresponding to what was considered to be
a maximum safe engine speed. The method used to
obtain zero thrust was to compute the V/nD for zero
propeller thrust from an analysis of full-scale propeller
tests. The pilot was then instructed to dive at a cer-
tain steady air speed and with a definite engine speed
before taking records. Actually, this procedure re-
quired that the throttle be slightly opened.

In the tests of the modi.iied tail, the stabilizer seh
tings speciiied to the pilot were full nose heavy, full ‘
tail heavy, and trim.1 Obviously, when him was
specified, several settings in the range of adjustnmut
were possible depending upon the pilot’s “feel” and
the altitude at which he trimmed the airplane. This
procedure led to complications in the analysis of the
data owing to the number of variables involved. Con-
sequently, in the tests of the original tail only three
stabilizer settings were used: The two extreme settings
and one midway between them.

With the exception noted, the test procedure for the
two tail surfaces was the same and consisted of steady
glides starting horn 120 miles per hour and increasing
by increments of roughly 10 miles per hour up to the
maximum diving speed considered to be safe. The
pressures measured at each point were the algebraic
sum of those on the top and bottom of the airfoil sur-
face (resultant pressures), no attempt being made to
separate them. Simultaneously with these measure-
ments, air-speed, control-force, control-position, in-
clinometer, and tachometer records were taken.

1 “9tabflfw set WI heavy” es wed here mmnsthet tbestabtl!zci rksetsoos to

meke the W .wm heavy. From thfs deEnitlon the mmnfng of “’Mm” and “ftdf
nose hwiw’ settings k rendfly deduced.
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The rib presauredistribution curves for each tail rib
were mechanically integrated to obtain the load and the
moment of the load about the elevator-hinge center
line. The rib loads and moments were then plotted
againqt their span location and these curves, in turn,
were integrated for the total load and moment of the
tail. These results were then converted to tail load
center of pressure with respect to the hinge line rmd
finrdly to the moment exerted by the tail surfaces about
the center of gravity of the airplane. A similar pro-
cedure WM followed to obtain the load carried by the
olm-ator and its hinge moment. The velocity used in
all calculations for normal-force and hinge-moment
coefficients was that given by a swiveling air-speed
head locnted on a boom one wing chord length forward
of the leading edge of the upper wing (fig. 1).

PuU-ups.-Presmre measurements were taken in
abrupt pull-ups from steady level flight throughout
the speed range with various stabilizer settings. Several
graduated pull-ups from high+peed level flight and
several pull-outs from shallow di-ies were also made.
In these miscellaneous tests the stabilizer vw set
to trim.

In addition to the pr-ure memurements taken in
the pull-up, records were also taken of the air speed,
normal occelerntion, angular velocity, control position,
and control force. In most of the pull-up tests the
results were computed from the records for only the
time corresponding to the maximum down tail load.
For the propose of showing time histories, however,
the results were in some cases computed for an interval
that included the initial i%il load and the subsequent
maximum downward- and upward-acting tail loads.

The method by which totnl loads. and moments
were obtained from point pressures is the same as that
previously explained.

PRECISION

A number of possible sources of error are present and
may be listed as follows:

Individual, pressure measurements may
bceause of—

(u) Oriiices not flush with surface.
(b) Tube stopped or leaking.
(c) Lag in tube and diaphragm.
(d) Shrinkage of film.

be incorrect

(e) Changed pressure-cell calibrations due to
aging and temperature effects.

r (f) Personal errors in plotting and reading
records.

(g) Excessive width and haziness of pressure
record line due to dust or oil on lens, small
rapid pr-ure fluctuations, or vibration.

Rib loads and moments may be incorrect because
of—

(a) False individual pressures due to above
errors.

(b) Errors in plotting.
(c) False fairiug of curves due to insufficient

points.
(d) Integration errors.
(e) Emor introduced by neglecting the fore-

shortening of the chord line with a control
displacement. The resultant pressure at
each point was, in all cases, plotted normal
to the origimil chord line.

Sufficient checking vi-asdone to insure that errors in
the individual pressures arising from sources (a) to (d)
were negligible in these tests. The error due to source
(e) was minimized by frequent calibrations and the use
of temperature-compensated pressure cells. Errors due
to @ were practically eliminated by checking at all
phases of the work. The largest source of error in the
individual pressures is due to the haziness and width of
the lines on the pressure records. Generally, the
records taken in the dives were better in this respect
than those in the pull-ups; also, those farther out on the
tail were better than the on= close to the fuselage. The
widths of the record lines were in some cases, where the
deflections were small, so large as to make it impossible
to tell whether a small positive or negative pressure
existed. From the foregoing, it is obviously impossible
to express the accuracy of the individual pressure on a
percentage basis, since it varies with the amount of the
local pramre, location of the pressure point, and the
type of maneuver. The estimated mrwinmrn absoluta
error in the individual pressures was no more than 3
pounds per square foot for the high-range cells, which,
in general, were connected to oritices located near the
leading edges and close to the hing6 center line. The
error in the low-range cells was estimated to be no more
than 1 pound per square foot. The low-range cells
were connected to orifices located near the middle of the
stabilizer ribs and at the trailing edges of the elevator.

The errors in rib loads due to sourco (e) were small
in the case of the dives since the elevator displacements
rarely exceeded 15°. In the abrupt pull-ups, however,
where the elevator may be deflected as much as 30°, the
error in the total tail load may be as much as 7 percent.
This error does not enter into the elevator loads or
moments.

The principal source of error in the rib-load curves
is lmown to be in the fairing of the curves. The magni-
tude of this error varied with the @e of pressure dis-
tribution obtained. In the steady dives,with the stab-
ilizer in the full nose-heav-y setting, the error in the tail
load due to fairing is believed to be a minimum and tlmt
obtained with the stabilizer in the other extreme
position a maximum. h the nose-heavy case the
maximum error in the tail load at speeds above 160
miles per hour is probably no more than 25 pounds as
compared with 60pounds for the full tail-heavy position.
The mtium down tail loads occurring in the pull-ups
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and Pti-OUts

pounds.
are estimated to be correct to ‘within 50

The indicated air-speed measurements are believed to
be correct to within 1X miles per hour as shown by
several flights over a measured course. The recorded
accelerations are accurate to within 0.2 g and the
control-force measurements correct to witbin 3 pounds.
Angular displacements, as given by the control-position
recorder, are correct to within Ji” and 2° for the stabi-
lizer and elevator, respectively, while angular velocities
about the center of gravity were measured to within
0.05 radian per second. Although tachometer readings
were taken in the dives, no estimate of their accuracy is
needed sinca it VVISfound that the erratic effect of the
various degrees of thrust in the tail-surface pressure-
distribution tests did not exeed the effect that might
arise from other errors. Consequently, in the following
discussion, no discrimination is made regarding the
various thrust conditions.

lUBULTSANDDISCUSSION

Steady dives.-The variation of the tail moment
rtbout the center of gravity with air speed is given in
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FImJEE 6.–TIM momeot aiwut airplane contor of govity (mcdfflwf @fI).

@UIW B and 7 for the modiiied and original tail surkces,
respectively. From these figures it appears that the
moment furnished by the tail, at a given air speed, is
considerably affected by the stablizer setting. Since the
tail surfaces provide a moment about the center of
gravity of the airplane that balances the resultant
moment due to all other parts, it would be expected
that the moment furnished by the tail would be approx-
imately constant. The tail-moment curves, however
(figs. 6 and 7), indicate that, as the stabilizer moves
toward the tail-heavy position, the moment becomes
smaller and the scattering of the experimental points
becomes greatar.

Typical curv~ for the pressure distribution meas-
ured over the tail-surface ribs are given in figures 8 to
12. Figures 8 and 9 are for the modified tail surfaces
and figures 10, 11, and 12 are for the original tail. The
ordinates of these rib pressuredistribution curves are
given in terms of the ratio p/q where p is the local
prcsaure difference and q is the dynamic pressure meas-
ured at the air-speed head. A comparison of the
results for identical stabilizer settings either in figure..
8 and 9 or in figures 10, 11, and 12 shows an increase in
peak pressure at the stabilizer leading edge with an
increase in air speed. Although this difference in peak
pressure is due to the cumulative effect of several
factcm, such as possible changes in interference, down-
wash, and elevator angle, it is thought that the greater
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Fmuw3 7.–Tail mmnont abont afrplone .mntor of gravity (origbml tail).

structural deflection which occurs at the highest speed
would account for a good portion of the variation with
air speed. Static tests with a loading corresponding to
that of the full tail-heavy setting for the motied tail
indicated that at 170 miles per hour the change in
stabilizer angle due to this structural deflection WM
approximately 10.

The pressure distributions shown over ribs Z~ and

Z. (figs. 8 and 9) seem to indicate that with small ele-
vator deflection ‘tie balance portion is of little value
in reducing the stick loads. A similm Concltion is

inferred in reference 3, in which calculated balance co-
efficients obtained by the usual methods were not veri-
fied by the pilots’ obsemations. The rib-pressure
diagrams for the original tail (figs. 10, 11, and 12) show
that in the dives the peak pressure on the elevator occurs
nearer to the hinge line than to the leading edge; how-
ever, in the dives the elevator leading edge seldom pro-
jects either above or below the stabilizer surfaces.

The form of the rib-pressure diagrams for the fuU
tail-heavy setting explains the tendency to the wida
scattering of the experimental points given in figures 6
and 7 for this setting. l?igurea 8 to 12 show that for
the tail-heavy setting the resultant tail load is the
difference between upward- and downward-acting
loads, either one of which is larger than the rcmdtant.
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Full nose heovy

Mid p0Sifi012 w- x“”’ / !\

*

Futi tail heovy

FIGURE 8.-D MrIbntion 0[ rwnltsmt pwsmw on modfkf tnfl snrkms for dlfkeut shbtllzer settings at 133 mfka w hour.
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Full nose heavy

Mid position w x-”” Y!\ ~

Full tail heavy

Y
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FIGURE 9.—Dfstributl0n of rornltant pmsmrrs on mcdfll?d taif snrfacm for dfiTerent stabfllzar wttings at 1?0 mfk per hour.
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M

Full nose heovy
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\full foil heovy

FIGURE 10.—Dbtrfbntfan of ramftant pressurw on orfgfnal tafl surfaces for dffleramt 6tabfJfwsattfngs at 130 rcfka frcr hour.
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FIamE lL-Dfstibntfon of rasoltant presnres on mfgbml tail snrfacea far dftlemnt stabllimr sattings at 154 miles WI honr.
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full nose heovy

FIGUEE 12—DMrihntIon of rwdtant Pressmee on orighml tall surfwm for dlffemnt stabllker setthw at Ml mike wr hoar.
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Becrmse of this condition, small inaccuracies in fair-
ing may lead to considerable dispersion in the final
results. hide from the inaccuracy due to fairing, the
individual rib lords, and consequently the tail loads,
are likely to be low for the full tail-hem-y setting owing
to the fact that the large down pressures at the leading
edge could not be measured. Since the rib-pressure
curves for the stabilizer set full nose heavy are not sub-
ject to these sources of discrepancy, it is felt that the
moment curves for this setting (figs. 6 and 7) are more
indicative of the true moment than any of the others.

In order to gain an idea as to how the experimental
moment curves for the nose-heavy settings compare
with the computed ones, several curves, representing
varying degrees of refinement, are given (fig. 13).
Curve A is for the case when only the moments of the
two wings about their quarter-chord points are taken
into account; in curves B the moment about the
airplane center of gravity has been computed for the
case when the additional moments due to the lift and
drag vectors are also included. These vectors were
assumed to act at the wing quarter-chord points and
their magnitudes were determined from the relative
lift distribution between the wings, which was deter-
mined in the wing investigation. As the airplane
centers of gravity were different (table I) for the tio
tail-surface investigations, two separate curves were
required.

Curves C also include the probable effect of the fuse-
lage on the moment about the center of gravity, assum-
ing that the fuselage exerts a constant moment given by

M,= C.AA~,

where Cmfis the moment coefficient, O.01.

A~, horizontal projected area, 65 square feet.
Cf, fuselage length, 27 feet.

The value of the moment coefficient defined by the fore-
going equation was taken to be 0.01 after an analysis of
the data contained in reference 4. The final compari-
sons (curves C and D) could no doubt be improved if it
were possible to include the effect of the landing gear
and tail surfaces. The moments that they introduced
were, however, of opposite sign and tended to cancel.

The span load distribution across the tail for the fore-
going rib pressure-distribution plots is given in iigure
14. These curves show irregularities that are more or
le$s to be expected owing to the irregular nature of the
flow over the tail surfaces and to the comparatively
small lords measured in the steady dives. An analysis
of the data indicated that, in spite of the irregularity of
the loading, the average difference in load between the
two halves of the tail was of the order of 3 percent and
5 percent of the total load for the original and modiiied
tail, respectively. Inasmuch as the sides that carried
the most Ioad varied between the two tail surfaces, it
must be concluded that the difference in load is due to
slight d.iflerenccs in rigging rather than to a slipstream
effect.

In thwe tests the elevator momenta about the hinge
axis were obtained from both the premure distribution
and the control-force-recorder measuremeniw; the
results are compared in iigure 15 for the original tail.
In order to make this comparison between the two
hinge moments, however, it was necessary to correct
the measurements given by the control-force recorder
for the moment exerted by the elevator (because of its
unbalanced weight) about the hinge line and for the
moment exerted by the uabalancd weight in the stick
about its pivot point. Although the magnitude of the
friction moment was known, it was impossible to correct
for it in the steady dives because its direction was
un.lmown. Even with these corrections the moments
given by the control-force recorder were found to be
more consistent than those given by pressuredistribu-
tion measurements and hence were used for computing
hinge-moment coefficients.

The variation of the hinge-moment coefficient with
elevator angle is given in &ures 16 and 17 for the

/2,023
I A

—Modified foil , , , Y I v I I

D;Experimenf;~
1 I 1 1 1 1 I 1 I fullnose-+

heavy posifion.
o

130 140 150 160 170 180 190 .3?0
Air speed, mph.

fi13UEE 12-Gmpntd and expwfmantal tail monmnts aimnt the canter of gravity.

modified and original tail surfaces, respectively. These
coefficients have been computed from the relation

ch,’#&

where M, is the elevator hinge moment given by the
control-force recorder.

c,, the average elevator chord obtained by
dividing the elevator area behind the
hinge line by the elevator span.

JS,;the elevator area behind the hinge line.

Although the points for the modiiied tail (fig. 16) show
a fairly close grouping to a common line, those for the
original tail (fig. 17) indicate considerable dispersion.
Even though the scattering of these points is fairly
large, it can be seen that there is a tendency for the
points to move upward as the tail normal-force coeffi-
cient increase9 negatively. This shift is in qualitative
agreement with the theory for an airfoil with a flap.
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Pull-ups.-Typical results of the pull-up tests of the
original tail are given in @ures 18 to 24. Figures 18
and 19 am time histbries of the measured quantities
in abrupt pull-ups from level flight at various air speeds
with the initial stabilizer settings full nose heavy and
full tail he~vg, respectively. Figyme 20 pr~ents time
histories of two fairly abrupt pull-outs from dives at
approximately 170 miles per hour with the stabilizer
ttied.

The time histories shown in figures 18 and 19 indicate
that the maximum down tail loads occurring in the
abrupt pull-ups vary with stabilizer setting. At a
given air speed the loads with the stabilizer in an initially

Hinge moment from CQrIfro! force, lb.- ft.
/40 120 100 80 60 40 20 0

FI~~i~:-#mfmrison of eIevator htnge momenta obtafned from premnredis-
menroments wfth thcae obtakmi frem wntrel-form mmmrements

(ol-MnOI tolI).

full tail hem-y setting are grmter than those w-hen the
stabilizer is in th~ other extreme position, but it should
be noted that in the nose-hmvy setting the total eleva-
tor displacements are less. Regardless of stabilizer
setting, however, the tail load reaches a maximum
with the maximum elevator displacement and before
the airplane has had a chance to pitch. The load
then quickly decreases and reaches a positive maximum
as the airplane gains angular velocity. This positive
maximum is generally less than the down load and
occurs at about the same time as the maximum ac-
celeration at the center of gravity. In the space of
1,0 second the tail has thus undergone two peak
loadings of opposite sign.

The most interesting item occurring in iigure 20 is a
memured up load greater than the maximum down
load. In this run (run 79) it may be observed that the
acceleration mounted rapidly toward 6g, where it was
abruptly checked when the pilot returned the elevator
to neutral. This condition probably occurs quite

frequently in airplanes performing acrobatics and the
horizontal tail surfaces for such airplanes should
consequently be designed to withstand the same load
in both directions.

The evolution of the rib pressure distribution oc-
curring in the abrupt pull-ups from level ilight at
approximately 115 miles per hour is shown in figures
21 and 22. These diagrams correspond to rum 67
and 70 of &ures 18 and 19, respectively. Similarly,
iigure 23 shows the rib pressure distribution occurring
in the dive pull-out represented by run 77 of iigure 20.
It can be seen from these diaggams that with the larger
elevator displacements the horn balance performs its

)n-. [[
~tl -l? 1i -rn

G-.03
8
G
&-.04
b

$-.05

FmrJEE 16.—Elevotor Mngemoment meffidents with the medI13@ tell.

FIGWEE 17.—Elevater bSnge-mement cmtlldenta with the orfgfnd tafl.

proper function. TheHandleyPage part of the balance,
however, does not contribute so much toward balancing
during the first phase of the pull-up as would be ex-
pected and during the latter phase it works against
balance.

A typical variation of the change in the spanwise load
distribution with time is given in @me 24 and cor-
responds to the results given in iigure 22. The shape of
the loading curve is more regular than in the steady
dives mainly because the larger loads result in larger
recorded deflections, which may be read with a greater
percentage of accuracy. Another reason for the
greater regularity may be that in the pull-up the tail
surfaces tend to swing out of the relatively irregular
J.ipstream area. .
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FIomm 2f.-DlsLributlon of mmltnnt p~nres at varfons stages of a pnll-np from lewal flight at 116 xnlled pa hour (stabflfzer fnlf now heavy).
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Although the foregoing figures (figs. 18-24) have given
results for the original tail, they also typify those ob-
tained with the modified tail. In figures 25 and 26,
however, over-ill loads and coefficients are given for
both tail surfaces. I?igore 25 gives the variation with
air speed of the maximum loads measured in abrupt
pull-ups from level tight and figure 26 is a plot of the
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cornwpon~~ normal-force coefficients, computed from
the relation

tail load
C*,= ~ ~

where i3is the actual tail area inchd.ing the balances, in
square feet. The mw&mm loads measured are of the

same order of magnitude, about 1,200 pounds, for both
tail surfaces. For the origimd tail, however, the maxi-
mum unit loading per square foot is higher (26.6
pounds) because of its smaller arert. At a given air
speed there is a large variation in the maximum lot-tds
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prdf-np.

measured that is due to slightiy diflerent rates of stick
movement and to diflerances in the applied forces.
Differences in the rate of stick movement are difEcult
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to detect because of the steep gradient of the control
records.
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An average line through the points of tlgure 25 would
indicate that the maximum load obtained in the abrupt

. pull-ups varies nearly linearly with the air speed
instead of as the square and, ae rL consequence, the
normal-force coeEcients increase inversely with the air
speed.

The variation of the maximum acceleration in the
abrupt pull-ups with the increment in stick force is
plotted in figures 27 and 28 for the two tail surfaces
with each point labeled for the air speed that existed at
the start. The increment given is the difference be-
tween the maximum force recorded during the pull-up
and the initial force on the stick prior to the maneuver.
If straight lines are drawn, as indicated, through the
average of each group of points for a given air speed
rmd the O-lg point, it is apparent that the increment of
force required to produce a given acceleration increases
with n decrease in air speed. Since no graduated pull-
ups were made, the relation between acceleration and
stick-force increment may not be linear as indicated by
the lines in figures 27 and 28.

II. PRESSURE DISTRIBUTION OVER THE RIGHT WING
CELLULE AND SLIPSTREAM SECTIONS

blETHOD

The tests of the wing cellule were carried out in two
parts in order to make the best use of the available
pressure cells. In the first section, called the “wing
hook-up,” pressure measurements were taken on all ribs
on the upper wing outboard of, and including, rib S1and
cdl ribs, excepting RI, on the right lower wing (fig. 4).
In the next section, called the “slipstreon hook-up,”
pressure measurements were taken on ribs S,, B, and
H, in addition ta all the ribs previously omitted. Thus
ribs S1, B, and H ftihed a means for tying in the data
between the two sections, a procedure simplified by
nmking similar runs with the two arrangements.

The flight tests with each’ arrangement were divided
into three groups consisting of: (1) a serie9 of level-
flight runs starting from just above stalling speed and

. increasing by approximately 10-mile-per-hour incre-
ments up to high speed, (2) a series of abrupt pull-ups
and push-downs from level flight at the foregoing speeds,
rmd (3) a series of abrupt right and lef t aileron rolls with
rudder neutral at various speeds throughout the speed
range. Severtd shallow dives at about 170 miles per
hour were also made with the engine fully throttled.

The method of working up the results was somewhat
similar to that employed in the tail-surface tests. l’or
the symmetrical-loading conditions the rib-pressure
curves were mechanically integrated to obtain the rib
load and the rib moment about the wing leading edge.
The rib loads and moments were then converted into
coefficient form by the relations

(1) ca=n/qc

(2) c~=m,...[qc’

where CS is the rib normal-force coefficient.
n, rib load normal to chord, pounds per foot

of span.
g, dynamic pressure, pounds per square foot.

ml.u.j pitching moment about leading edge, foot-
pounds per foot.

cm, pitching-moment coefficient about lead-
ing edge:

c, rib chord, feet.

The rib loads were then plotted against their span
location and the resulting curves integrated for total
wing load. These loads were converted to individual
wing and wing celhde normal-force coefficients from
the reJations

and

cN&l+ cNL~L
Celhde I%= . , .. fiu+fiL

where

17v and NL are the integrated loads for upper
and lower wings, pounds.

Su and & are the upper and lower wing areas,
square feet. The lower wing area does not
include the part intercepted by the fuse-
lage.

In the aileron rolls, the rib-pressure curves were inte-
grated for both load and moment but the results were
not converted into coefficient form.

Since the tie-in rib S1 on the upper wing was some
distance out from the center, it was necessary, in order
to obtain the celhde and upper wing normal-force
coefficients, to extend the span loadings to the wing
center. In the symmetrical-flight conditions they were
extending by plotting the values of the normal-force
coefficients of the slipstream ribs ~~ainst that of the
tie-in rib. The span load for the upper wing was then
continued by means of these intermediate plots together
with the appropriate value of the normal-force coeffi-
cient for rib S,. Ji the aileron rolls, the span loads .
were continued across the slipstream sections by inter-
polation between the partial-span load curves for the
slipstream section by the use of the valum of normal-
force coefficients given b~ the tie-in ribs SI and H.

PRECISION

The individual rib pressures in the wing investigation
are subject to the same errors Wed for the tail pressures.
The magnitudes of the different sources of error are the
same with the exception of that due to width and hazi-
ness of the record lines, which is less for the wing twts.
The errors in rib loads due to fairing are also smaller
because of the larger number or orifices per rib.
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The loads on the individual -wings are believed to be
correct to within 75 pounds and individual rib loads to
within 7 pounds. A good idea of the accuracy of the
load results may be obtained by noting the dispersion
of the points in &ures 33 and 34.

The air speeds in level flight are correct to within
1% miles per hour. In the push-downs, pull-ups, and
rolls, the air-speed head, although measuring the dy-
nmn.icpressure at the head correctly to within 2 percent,
does not record the correct dynamic pressures for cal-
culating coefficients since the speed varies along the
span. Control positions and control forces are believed
accurate to within 2° and 3 pounds, respectively.

R=ULTS AND DISCUSSION

Symmetrical-ilight oondition.-Results for the sym-
metrical-flight condition, which includes push-downs,
pull-ups, dive pull-outs, and steady @ht, me given in
&ures 29 to 35.

Typical span load and span CXvariations are given in
figure 29 for steady flight at air speeds ranging from 58
to 171 miles per hour. The span loadings over the
upper wing in level flight (k. 29 (a)) show comp~a-
tively little variation with air speed. At the center the
10W3Stend to be low owing to the center-section cut-
out; also, owing to a clochvise rotation of the slip-
stream, there is rL tendency for the loads just to the
right of the center line to be lower than those to the
left. The load curves for the lower wing show a similar
but incrensed slipstream tiect, which is due to the low
position of the thrust line. Although the rotation
effect is present on the wings, the tests of the taiI
surfaces indicated that there it had been practically
damped out since little dissymmetry of load occurred.

In the throttled dive (fig. 29 (a)) the span loa~g
is much more irregular than in the level-flight condi-
tion owing to the fact that a negative thrust is present
and that the wing had a slight twist, the effect of rI
small twist on the load being much more noticeable at
the smaller wing lift coefficients. Measurements of the
profiles of the extreme tip ribs (G and N) on both wings
showed them to be at a smaller effective angle than
those farther inboard whale ribs F and M were found
to be at a l@her angIe. This twist at the tip was due
to the fairing used in forming the rounded portion of
the wing, although there may also have been an actual
twist of the wing structure in flight.

The curv= given by figure 29 (b) indicata that the
cmvalues at the center tend to be high, even though
these sections are effectively washed out with respect
to the rest of the wing, because of the tendency for the
lift to be maintained across a cut-out. This washout
arises from the fact that the ribs in the center section
were formed by simply cutting oil the trailing edge of
a G6ttingen 398 airfoil and faking in the bottom
surface, as shown by &are 4.

The distribution of load on the individual wing ribs

is given in figure 30 w-here the local pressures are given
in terms of the dynamic pressure at the air-speed head.
These distributions, which correspond to some of the
previous span-loading curves, are similar to those ob-
tained in other investigations and require no comment
as to their shape. It ti be noted, however, that the
pressures at the leadhg edge show a peculiar vmiation,
indicating that there the flow is extremely critical.

Although figures 29 and 30 showed typical results
for the load distribution, the final averaged results for
the symmetrical-fiht condition me contained in figures
31 and 32. The results of these figures, which give the
variation of rib cmwith individual wing ON and of rib
cmwith rib c, respectively, were determined from curves
similar to those given in figures 33 and 34, which indi-
cate both the average scattering and the number of
experimental points used to establish each of the curves
given in figures 31 and 32. It will be noted (figs. “31
and 32) that ribs Sz and Ss show two distinct curves at
the I@her lift coefficients. The points that form the
second, or dotted, curve occurred in some but not all
of the pull-ups. An analysis of the points detenn.ining
the two curves showed no tendency for one curve to be
associated with pull-ups at one end of the speed range
or vice vema; also, since these pull-ups were made from
power-on flight, a diilerence in slipstream conditions was
not an explanation. The only cause to which this
peculiar flow could be attributed was that the flow pnst
the top of the fuselage nose, which incidentrdly had
louvers, was critical to the shutter opening on the
radiator.

b these tests the maximum individual wing CMmeas-
ured was 1.9 (upper wing); the maximum individwd rib
c=values measured were over 2.1 for ribs S2, S3, and SA.
These high values are common in abrupt maneuvms and
occur if the angular velocity in pitch is sufficiently great
to carry the lift past the normal burble angle before the
wing stalls.

The relative efficiency of the m“ngs is given in figure
35 where the ratio CNJC~L is plotted against the cellule

Ox. These curves were determined from the results of
an integration of individual wing-load curves, known
wing areas, and an air speed measured one chord length
ahead of the upper wing. It is obvious, however, that
in a pull-up or pushdown the wings are actually travel-
ing at different air speeds owing to the angular velocity
in pitch and that the effect, if a single air speed is used,
is to change the apparent relntive efficiencies between
the wings of a biplane. J?igure 35 shows three distinct
curves, rather than a series of transition curves, becrmse
the points determiningg them were obtained from records
tht were read near or at the peak loads, which occur
practically simultaneously with the maximum angular
velocity. If the records had been read at intervening
time intervals, a gradual transition from the level-flight
to the pull-up curve would have been indicated.
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In order to reconstruct the span c. or ~ distributions
obtained in the symmetrical-flight conditions a cellule
coefficient is first chosen and reference made to figure 35
to find the relative efficiency. With this ratio and the
formula

cNc&+ CNL~L
Cellule CM=

&+&

the individual wing CN values may be found. l?igures
31 and 32 are then refereed to for the variation of rib
c= and ~ along the span.

Aileron rolls,-’l?he results of the aileron rolls are
given in figures 36 to 41 and in tible ~. Time historiw
of the measured quantities are given in figures 36 and
37 for 6 right and 6 left aileron rolls made at various ti
speeds. Figures 38 to 40 give the variation with time
of the span load distribution, rib load distribution, and
individual wing load during abrupt right and left
aileron rolls at 120 miles per hour. These results,
which correspond to runs 43 and 39 (@s. 36 and 37),
are typical of those measured at other speeds. The
maximum measured air loads on aileron ribs D and K
are given in figure 41. The wing rib characteristics,

1, 20

1, 1.6

1.2

g a

S . .8:

4,. *
w w

.4

-. 0

-. -.4

“ Wing CN

Ftorrm 13.-Typlml wing rib c. ourvos showin ccattorlng of expwtrnental points
for rfbs S, ond E.

i, e., rib loads, rib moments about the leading edge, and
rib centers of pressure, are tabulated in table II for all
the aileron rolls.

The irregularity of the span-load curves in the roll
(fig, 38) is due to the combination of an effective twist
introduced by deflecting the si.lerons and a twist intro-
duced by the subsequent rolling motion. In a left roll,
the load on the right wing is first increased owing to
the down aileron; then, as the airplane rolls, the load
decreases owing to the rolling action and also to the
decrease of the component of airplane weight normal

to the span. In a right roll, the load on the right wing
is first decreased by the aileron action; subsequently
it tends to increase aa rolling occurs and finally to de-
crease as the lift component becomes smtier. This
variation is indicated both by the time histories of the
accelerometer mounted inside the wing near the tip
(@s. 36 and 37) and by the results shown in figure 40.

The load distribution over the aileron ribs (@. 39)
indicate9 that the peak pressure at the leading edge of

the aileron is greatar during the left aileron roll than
during the right. This variation is due to a smaller
aileron deflection and is shown “in iigures 36 and 37.
Since the ailerons had no &Herentisl action, the smaller
deflection is a direct result of piloting technique.

The rcadts shown in figure 41 indicate that the loads
measured on aileron ribs D and K tend to increase

Rib G
-.8 -.4 0 .4 .8 1.2 1.6 2.0

linearly with initial air speed as did the maximum load
on the tail surfaces in the abrupt pull-ups. The load
on the upper aileron rib (rib D) is larger than that on
the lower aileron rib regardless of the direction of deflec-
tion. Since the resultant load on the aileron is upward
for zero deflection (fig. 30), the magnitude of the up
loads with the aileron down is greater than the corre-
sponding down loads when the aileron is up.

Cellule Cu

J?IGw 3&-R.9htfv8 IM.kfenOYOf IIpw ~d ]OWW wfnga.
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CONCLUSIONS REFERENCES

The pressure-distribution tests over the two tail sur- 1. Rhodq Richard V.: The Pmmre Distribution over the
faces showed that: Winge and Tail Surfaces of a PW-9 Pursuit Airplane in

1, Although for large elevator deflections horn-type Flight. T. R. No. 364,“N.A. C. A., 1930.

balancea performed their intended function of reducing 2. Thwdoraen, Theodore: Investigation of the Diaphragm-

hinge moments, they actually increased the hinge Type PressureCell. T. IL No. 388,N. A. C. A., 1931.

moment for small deflections. 3. Roohe, J. A.: Study of BalancedRuddem A. C. I. C. No.

2, The difference in the load on the two sides of the
586,Mat6rielDivbsion,Arroy Air Corps,1927.

tail surfaces due to slipstream rotation was of minor
4. Rhode, Richard V., and Lundquist, Eugene E.: Pressure

Distributionover the Fuselwe of a P~–9 pursuitAirolane
importance. in Flight.

3. The tail moment in the steady dive was calculabd
T. R. No. 380,N: A. C. A., 1931. ‘

with fair mm.racy by static-equilibrium equations that TABLE I

took into account the moments exerted by the wing CHARACTERISTICS OF DOUGLAS O-2H AIRPLANE
and fuselruze, ,—

4. In a&upt pull-ups the maximum up tail loads
may be as great as the maximum down tail loads.

5. In abrupt pull-ups the maximum tail normal-force
coefficients developed decreased with an incre~se in air
speed.

6, The acceleration produced vzith a given increment
of stick force increased with the initial air speed.

The pressure-distribution tests over the right wing
cellule and slipstream area showed that:

1. The effective relative efficiency betwean biplane
wings varied considerably with the type of maneuver.

2. The maximum unsymmetrical load in the abrupt
aileron roll occurred as soon as the aileron reached its
maximum deflection.

3. The unit loadings on the ailerons of a biplane are
affected by the relative efficiency between the wings.

LANGLDY MEMORIAL AERONAUTICALLABORATORY,
NATIONAL ADVISORYCOMMI~nE FORAERONAUTIC~

LANGLEY l?mLD, VA., Deca&r 8, 1936.

En&pmrt%-- ------------------ ..—----...----- 420h .at17fOr. p.m.
---- — ---------------------------- ------------ G6Jngen h

‘d~&T&z-:::.:rn=:-:?::. -------- 4,e&lfb.
Orfglnal ~----------------------------------------------- 4,7301b.
~tig@k --------------------------------------------- LRS lb.

Arwla7
. upper fig------------------------------------------------- lw.4 rq. IL

IArver *---------------------------------------------- IS24W4. IL
To~-------------------------------------------- 3T.LSMI. ft.
Elevator, rnorUfi&f taff (frmlndfng LMsqaar&fmt Mdanm) ---- 27JM Q. ft.

------------------------------------ 22.s2 Sq. IL
m0df4kuf ~--------------------- rn.msq. ft.

Ml (frmhrdfrlg 4.63+qlmr&fo0t k31ance)___ 25.70 Kf. ft.
w.-. --.-.. -.-— --------------------- 21.24 Sq. IL

orf@fd a---------------------- 40.94 w. ft.
Rnddor, allkb (fnolrrdfngO.Wsrfuarwfoot kmfanm)------ lLSf MI. ft.
h, au w----------------------------------------------- 6.41 q. ft.
Total vertkal tafl ----------------------------------- lS22aq. IL

c. g. l~tion bmk of kdhrg IXIKEof lower wfng dnrfng tests:
Mm ~--------------------------------------------- S.20 in.
orfgfnEd a---------------------------------------------- 9.s5 ill.
IVfnE mMe---------------------------------------------- 6M b.

skr------ - ‘--------------~-.-------.-J--- lror22fn.
Q L-------- ------- -------------–- ---------------------- --- L2

D~~.-:.--:-:::--------------------------------------------- P
D-------------------------------------------------- O.
bdti ------------------------------------------------- 2“
Thrust-lfnahxatfon above kadhg edm of lower wing -------- 2 ft. L4 In.
Dfslancatim hmdfng edge of lower wfng to mntalhw of @fl-biaga

d--------------------------------------------------------- mft.3fn.
!f?afl-frfnge lwmtforr above -b---------------------------- 2 ft. OIn.

I
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TABLE

~NG RIB LOADS AND MOMENTS

Run 33 (ah SWWI 62 m. p. h.1)

Rlb load, lb. I Rfb&cyIpc-p.fromk8d-fwa~
Rm 39 (elr .rpHI 74 m. p. h.1) RM 40 (ah @ 8S m. p. h.I) I

Rfb laad. lb.

—1
c. p. from kad-

fng edg% fL

092 1s0 2543

Rlb lmd, lb.

h

Riblyfyotj

1.40 200 293 1.40 20J 2@3

. — . —

e. p. from lead.
fng ulge, ft. I
ml

—+1—

I
-137-111
-126 -Iol
-11 -M
-% -01

-4
=% -’x

-101 -H
–11 -71
-129 -w
–191 -11?4
–IK3 -1*
–53 -4
-11 -[
-Ml -v

-E
-io2 -n
–K13 -91
–109 -11:
-ma -1%
–1 -l!A

-u
:: -If:1

–99 -Q5
-97 –93

-lm –93

:7 :H
–74 –a
–92 –i

–103 –
-101 –67
-147 –m)
--- ❑g

–17 –9
–05 –
-89 +6

–101 –s9
-1 –101

–w –94
–m –m
–92 –s8

% 1
E
7b
84
es
i-d
76

74
u
2a

04

E
54
63

40
22 !

-12b –107 -M
-m –1 –’%
–124 –16f –w

-94 –m -4!
–m –3

-m –w –a
-112 –81 -4
-ml –
-m –m?! ::
–183 –L% –12
-1.5$ -12b –m
4-44-31

:94 ––i –<
-1 –77 –z
–la2 -W -6
–101 – –a

–74f ––m –%
-Iz3 –m –la
-70 –m –c
-30 –19 –1[

II I I 1111 I ‘1,,

Rm 46 (afr S- 74 m. p. h.I) I
,!, , ,

RM 46 (air @83 m. p. h.1)
I

Rm144(eJrsPwl a31mp. b.1)

Rfb load, lb.
I

Rhlym&rIG Icp.fromkad-fngdmft.Rfb hind, lb. I Rlblyoy@ IcP.fromkad-
fng Wlm ft.

L40 2.10 3.’XI 1.40 210 3.WJ L40 !210 3.W

— -
61
m

%
&s
66
72
77
64

z
40
!2$
al

2
:
34

:
31 1:

-m -m
–lof -103
–_lg –-l

G
–:66 -106
-11 -m
–m –s3
-43 –m
–31
–54 –65
–a) -47
–89 –81

–Iof –87
–102 –w
–94 –77
–@ –07
–W -37
–22 –32
–61 –64
–39 -47

—
-40
-4?
–m

–2.9
–@
–72
–73

–6

––:

:3
–3!3

–lo
–14

3

–2
–17

—
L 74
Ln
L53
L=
L@
L42
L 47
L&
LW
.Ea
.77

1.36
L 07
La
L5S
L82
L71
LbO
.8S

i$
L!i2

— —
Lt?J 4.1{
Lb9 3.!Z
L 46 ‘LX
L 24 L&
L= LZ
La LU
L38 La
L38 L&
L29 Lf(
.W .&

i; i~
L 17 L It
LB Lff
L 45 Lg
L 75 –. .54
L6tI -2 a
1.42 2.bf
.$6 –. 7;
-w –L 4(

L4s L~
L 21 L# 1{

33 –101 -m
23 -s5 –04
38 -SQ -107
43 –s3 –91
4 -m –91
m -m –94
b9 –114 –M
b9 –_~ –_~
41
21 -40-49
24 -37 -4f
27 –s3 –

2 –’%6 –w
m –185 –

2 –113 –
8 –165 –Ea

$ -84 –m
-?4 –w

10 –Z1 –84
a –al –67
17 –34 –u 1

:7J ;74 Ln
L65

–73 L L&’
–61 L
–a L46 t:
–70 L33 L40
–95 Lb2 L61

–1OI Lb7 Lb5
-04 L35 L3zI
–u .78 .84
–16 .W .s3
-42 L46 L39
–24 LK4 L14
–65 L78 L89
–37 L60 1.73
–3b 2C9 229
–a L84 1.’JJ
–_~ l.. LfJ3

.W

–4 i: i!ll
-22 L13 L19

230
218

?42
1.40
L40
L61
L n
LE4

:67
Lb5

;2
L32

17. m

t%’
.33

-.
L%
LB

-
lDenotm alrspAatstsrt.
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Run 41 (ah speed 103 m. p. hi) II Rrm 42 (afr speed 114 m. p. h.1) II Run 43 (air sped 123m. p. h.1) I
Rfh load, lb. I R{b ~h

lb.-fL

1.93 292 3s3 1.63 292 339

. —

I
m 67 3n
$9 04 36
74 bf %
IN 39 12
h3 11 -16
57 -16
49 –;: -21
67 -a -8

0
u ;:
64 3n 14
31 13

.5 :
: -15
46 -i -26
37 15
41 16 -;
41 14
so & ;!

% L9 13
12 6 2 II

–161 -IX –11(
–164 –136 –1%
-131 -11s –W

-w –cl!
–:% -&a -4
-134 -w –&
–114 -49 -41
–131 -m –m
-Lm –K@ -9
–2h2 –216 –171
–_S# –173 –141

–E
-15 :13 -1(

–110 -m -5
–113 –w –2
-113 –m -4

–103 –71
:; –103 –w
-167 –15s –K!
–_l -174 –m

-92 –’X
–26 –34 –2

c. p. from Ienang IIRlb knd, lb. Rlbl~&
edge, ft.

196

1
1176

:Ll
–11

–;:
–m
–m
–310
–ZM
–76
–18

–lfa
–142
–127
–162
–146
–260
–216
–11
–s1

2m 3.73

–L59 –m
–1s5 –lb!
–127 –1’2

–81 –m
–76 –E
–61 –G
–97 –7(

–m –II
–lea –la
–273 –m
–227 –ln
–C&l –lx
–16 –E

–Izo –73
–115 -w
–lM –3!
–133 –M
–133 —lz
–241 –1’2!
–m –lm
–122 –E
–31 –z

L P. from lend-
fng edge, ft.

223 2. m
%12 ZE41
212 2E4
L40 246
L06 5.04
L39 mm
9.70 -a33
4.74 9.17
445 7.09
4m h37
4.E4 &m
Am 7. 3s
222 43
245 -am
24s –LT2
&05 &w
4.29 I&w
5.s7 10. bcl
h 13 am
4.m aK5
4.35 hsl
3.67 7. cm

Run 47 (afr @ 1113rn B h.9 II Run48(afrqwM l17rn@h.1) II Run 49 (afr speed 126 m. p.h.1) I

3354~24


